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Introduction
Species translocations 
(IUCN, 1998)
Movement of living organisms from one area with free release 
into another. REINTRODUCTIONS: the release area was 
occupied after human-driven local extinction.
MAIN AIM: to establish a viable, free-ranging population in the wild, of a 
species, subspecies or race, which has become globally or locally extinct
Díaz, M., Barba, E., Barbosa, A., de Juana, E., Jordano, P., de Lope, F., Moreno, J., Obeso, 
J.R., Ruiz, X., Sánchez, A., Sanz, J.J., Soler, M., Tella J.L. y Velando, A. 2008. ¿Cuándo son 
necesarios los proyectos de reintroducción de especies? Reflexiones sobre la conservación ex 
situ y sus fundamentos científicos. Quercus 264: 28-33.
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Use as a as a techno-fix for complex conservation problems without considering 
alternative approaches 
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PROBLEMS WITH REINTRODUCTIONS
Introduction
Use as a as a techno-fix for complex conservation problems without considering 
alternative approaches 
Philosophical, aesthetical, or sociopolitical reasons rather than restoration of 
viable wild populations
Low likelihood of success
Fischer, J. & Lindenmayer, D.B. 2000. An 
assessment of the published results of 
animal relocations. Biological 
Conservation 96: 1–11.
PROBLEMS WITH REINTRODUCTIONS
Introduction
Use as a as a techno-fix for complex conservation problems without considering 
alternative approaches 
Philosophical, aesthetical, or sociopolitical reasons rather than restoration of 
viable wild populations
Low likelihood of technical success
Harmful effects in the long term due to the unexpected impacts
Translocations are expensive and use funds that would be used in alternative 
interventions
Criteria for evaluating translocation projects
? Literature review on guidelines for translocations
? Grouping guidelines into 10 main criteria
? Review of compliance of published and unpublished projects with criteria
? Development of a hierarchical decision-making system 
Pérez, I., Anadón, J.D., Díaz, M., Nicola, G.G., Tella, J.L. & Giménez, A. 
2012. What is wrong with current translocations? A review and a 
decision-making proposal. 
Frontiers in Ecology and Environment 00: 000-000. doi:10.1890/110175
Due 16th October Frontiers e-View (www.esajournals.org/toc/fron/0/0)
Criteria for evaluating translocation projects
Results: criteria for evaluation of translocation projects
Criterion 1 Is the species or population under threat?
Criterion 2 Have the threatening factors been removed or controlled, or were they absent in 
the release area?
Criterion 3 Are translocations the best tool for conservation?
Criterion 4 Are risks for the target species acceptable?
Criterion 5 Are risks for other species or the ecosystem acceptable?
Criterion 6 Are the possible effects of the translocation acceptable to local people?
Criterion 7 Does the project maximize the likelihood of establishing a viable population?
Criterion 8 Does the project include clear goals and monitoring?
Criterion 9 Do enough economic and human resources exist?
Criterion 10 Do scientific, governmental, and stakeholder groups support the translocation?
Journal Period Númber of articles
Animal Conservation 1998 – 2010 43
Biodiversity and Conservation 1997 – 2010 12
Biological Conservation 1996 – 2010 122
Conservation Biology 1996 – 2010 33
Ecological Applications 1996 – 2010 13
Journal of Applied Ecology 1998 - 2010 11
Oryx 1998 - 2010 42
Trends in Ecology and Evolution 1996 – 2010 4
Total 280
Scientific literature: 280 projects
Results: compliance with criteria
Direct evaluation
Unpublished projects in Spain: 174
Results: compliance with criteria
Evaluation by questionnaires to experts (107 projects; 61%)
due to low availability of public inforation (mean: 3.12 on a 1-10 score)
Number of projects Number of projects evaluated (%)
Number of experts 
involved
TOTAL 174 107 (61.49) 56
Taxonomic group
Birds 94 61 (64.89) 32
Amphibians and reptiles 39 30 (76.92) 13
Mammals 9 5 (55.56) 4
Freshwater fish 32 11 (34.38) 7
Threatened status
Not Threatened 16 7 (43.75) 6
Least Concern 79 44 (55.70) 31
Near Threatened 31 26 (83.87) 14
Vulnerable 24 15 (62.50) 9
Endangered 13 6 (46.15) 5
Critically Endangered 11 9 (81.82) 7
Results: number of criteria accomplished
? Published projects
None considered neither all criteria or none
The median number of criteria addressed was 3
? Unpublished projects in Spain
Only four projects (4%) considered all criteria, 
10 projects (9%) did not consider any 
Median number of criteria was 5 
Publication bias towards successful 
projects and hot scientific topics
Results: criteria accomplished
? Published projects
Stong focus on technical issues (7: establishment success), medium on whether the 
species was endangered and reintroduction was the best option (1-3), and low on risks 
on the target species (4), other species (5) or local attitudes by people (6) 
? Unpublished projects in Spain
Higher focus on risk assessment (4-6) and on conservation options (1-3), and lower 
focus on technical issues related to success (7), monitoring (8), funding (9) and 
stakeholder’s support (10) 
Full compliance will imply that projects are justifiable in terms of conservation and 
that all the issues that may compromise its success are considered according to our 
current state of knowledge
We propose a hierarchical assessment of criteria. This hierarchical procedure is 
justified by the fact that some questions are subordinate to others in the decision- 
making process and helps avoiding subjectivity at the final stage of decision. 
Compliance with criteria and decision-making
Partial compliance cannot be used, however, as an assessment method to decide 
whether a certain project can be valuable for the conservation of the target species
We grouped criteria within the decision-making system into three levels considering three 
factors: (1) hierarchical importance in the decision process; (2) adverse 
consequences if not fulfilled; and (3) solutions for a negative evaluation
1st level Neccesity
2nd level Risk evaluation
3rd level Technical and logistical suitability
Unnecessary
It does not help to the species 
conservation
It may outcompete funds from 
other conservation tools
Negative effects 
for the species or 
the ecosystem
Likely failure
Waste of time and funds
And credibility?
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Hierarchical decision-making system
Hierarchical system applied to unpublished projects
Pérez, I., Anadón, J.D., Díaz, M., Nicola, G.G., Tella, J.L. & Giménez, A. 2012. ¿Demasiadas 
reintroducciones? Una propuesta de criterios de decisión. Quercus 00: 000-000. 
Only 40% projects on birds (yellow), mammals
(red) and reptiles and amphibians (green)
comply with all level-1 criteria. 
For 60%, there are better alternatives
Only 20% projects on average consider risk, 
especially fish (blue) and reptile projects
Few mammal projects consider risks
Most projects consider technical issues,
especially mammal and bird projects
Criteria for evaluating translocation projects
? There is room for improving current reintroduction projects to reach its 
goal of restoring viable wild populations
? Most projects fail to consider risks and alternative conservation tools, and 
some still fail at considering technical issues which can compromise 
success
? Guidelines to evaluate projects are naturally hierarchical, and partial 
compliance cannot be used to assess project necessity, utility and 
likelihood of success
? Our hierarchical decision-making system could improve both the 
effectiveness of translocations as conservation tools and the efficient use 
of the scarce resources assigned to conservation
MAIN CONCLUSIONS
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